In public debate higher levels of self-employment among some ethnic communities are often celebrated as a manifestation of success. Regional economic development is a long-standing issue in British public policy, with the South-Eastern regions of England enjoying greater long-run prosperity than Scotland, Wales, Northern Ireland and the other parts of England. The regional distribution of five entrepreneurial minorities in England and Wales is described. We test hypotheses derived from the middleman minority theory and the ethnic enclave model and find that self-employment in these groups is inversely related to minority share in the regional economically active population. The sectoral diversity of minority enterprises is positively related to their share in the regional economically active population.
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Introduction
We previously described the differential engagement in entrepreneurial activities of Britain's main ethnic minorities (McEvoy and Hafeez, 2006) . Using self-employment as a proxy for entrepreneurship we showed that in 1991 and 2001 some of the major ethnic minority communities were more entrepreneurial than the white population. In 2001, the proportion of those in work who were self-employed was 13.5% for the whites, 15.2% for Bangladeshis, 16.9% for Indians, 22.4% for Pakistanis, 25.5% for the Chinese, and 15.1% for Other Asians. In contrast, other ethnic groups such as Black Africans and Black Caribbeans, had lower self-employment than whites.
The developed world has many businesses operated by immigrants. When participation in these endeavours by subsequent generations is added to consideration we need to refer to these activities as ethnic minority firms or, as contemporary British convention has it, Black and Minority Ethnic (BME) firms. Ethnic Minority business has many dimensions, but one is its spatial variability. This variability manifests itself across geographical scales. On the broadest level we might contrast the multiplication and diversity of ethnic minority enterprises in the less-regulated economy of the USA with the sparser developments apparent in European countries such as Austria, Germany and Italy, where controls by government and trade associations are more restrictive.
The British case appears to be intermediate between the unfettered market of the USA and the more bureaucratic regimes of some other parts of the European Union. (Haberfellner, 2003; Magatti and Quassoli, 2003; Min and Bozorgmehr, 2003; Razin, 2007; Wilpert, 2003) Geographical variation also occurs within countries. In Britain, rural areas, where the only ethnic minority presence is the occasional Chinese or Indian restaurant in a small market town, present a contrast to the urban ethnic residential quarters such as west London's Southall, where almost all businesses appear to be minority-owned. We can also contrast areas of diverse minority enterprise with places with more specialisation. Birmingham's 'Balti Quarter', Manchester's 'Curry Mile', and Brick Lane in East London are specialist South Asian restaurant locales (Ram et al., 2002b; Barrett and McEvoy, 2006; Carey, 2004) , and several cities, including London, Liverpool and Manchester have functionally equivalent Chinatowns (Liao, 1993) . Specialist zones occur in manufacturing too, for example, London's East End clothing manufacturing quarter, which Bangladeshis acquired from Jewish predecessors, and the bed manufacturing cluster in the Batley-Dewsbury area of West Yorkshire (Kershen, 1997; Barrett et al., 2002) . This paper will not seek to analyse the all geographical variations in ethnic minority business. Instead, we concentrate on the regional scale. Regional economic development is a long-standing debate in British politics, with South-Eastern England enjoying greater prosperity than Scotland, Wales, Northern Ireland and the other parts of England. For constitutional reasons government always recognises Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland as regions. England is, however, divided into several regions, the boundaries of which change periodically. Currently, England has nine regions. One is London, a wholly urban entity, which contrasts with regions containing large rural areas, such as the South West and the East of England. Even here, however, most of the population is urban. Conceptually intermediate are several regions dominated by large cities, but with rural hinterlands of varying extent. These are the West Midlands, the East Midlands, the North West, Yorkshire and the Humber, the North East, and the South East. The latter is distinctive because the dominant city of London is outside the region.
Ideally all 12 regions of the UK would be covered in this paper. Unfortunately, relevant statistics are not reported in the same way in England and Wales as they are in Scotland or Northern Ireland. The data we examine, therefore, relate to the ten regions of England and Wales. It would also be ideal if regional data could be disaggregated into sub-regions. However, the census data available to us provides more complex cross-tabulations for regions than for smaller areas. We will make some comparisons between regional relationships and the same variables reported by local government district.
In public debate the higher levels of self-employment among some ethnic communities is often celebrated as a manifestation of success. Hard work, thrift, family structures and initiative, derived from cultural values, are routinely advanced as explanations for this presumed economic over-performance. The small scale of many such enterprises, the limited rewards they provide, and their precarious survival are frequently ignored (Jones and McEvoy, 1986) . British government holds self-employment among immigrants to be a particularly useful contribution to the economy. For example, the 2007 accession of Bulgaria and Romania to the European Union has been accompanied by restrictions lasting several years on the immigration rights of workers from these countries. A complete exemption for those who intend to be self-employed has, however, been granted. Government enthusiasm for self-employment became prominent in the 1980s under the leadership of Margaret Thatcher, and has survived the transition to the 'New' Labour regime which has been in place since 1997. The priority that self-employment receives is associated with a more general enthusiasm about the economic benefits of immigration, even as restrictions are placed on lowly skilled migrants. If government believes in self-employment and entrepreneurship, and in the contribution of immigration to national economic well-being, what can we say about regional patterns? In addition, can the judgement on immigrants be extended to ethnic minorities of all generations, and to their businesses? We will not fully answer these questions, but we will address some of them.
Research hypotheses and methodology: drawing on middleman minority and ethnic enclave models
Several theoretical and analytical approaches may be relevant. Two long-standing models of ethnic minority business in the USA are the 'middleman minority' theory of Bonacich (1973) , and the 'ethnic enclave' perspective of Alejandro Portes and his colleagues (Wilson and Portes, 1980; Portes and Bach, 1985) . The middleman approach looks at particular ethnic groups as providers of services to the general population, or to less-entrepreneurial minorities. For example, in colonial east Africa, South Asian communities formed a commercial class, selling to the African majority. They were literally in the middle between white colonial rulers and the indigenous population.
In the present-day USA many Koreans are inner-city retailers, often serving the African-American population. For this paper the key point about middleman enterprise is that its geographical distribution necessarily reflects the distribution of its market population.
The ethnic enclave approach contrasts with the middleman theory by focusing on places where the population and businesses of entrepreneurial minorities are concentrated. Portes and his colleagues argued that ethnic minorities achieved better financial returns in such places than they did in the economy at large. Using the example of Miami's Cubans they identified a self-sustaining cluster of diverse businesses. In the general case the ethnic enclave model suggests that, for entrepreneurial minorities, areas of group concentration are likely to have many businesses spread across many economic sectors (Zhou, 2004) .
British literature on ethnic enterprise is less optimistic about ethnic minority firms in spatially concentrated environments. It suggests that firms in localities with many minority residents may suffer if they rely on the local population as their market. The relative poverty of immigrant and second-generation populations limits the prosperity of businesses serving them. Fierce competition, often provided by co-ethnic rivals, also challenges profits and survival. If minority firms are to prosper they need to achieve 'breakout' from local market restrictions. This may be achieved in one of two ways: either a business can target the regional and national markets of its ethnic group, or, it can seek to serve more prosperous markets among the majority population. Some firms, perhaps a growing number, seek to combine both dimensions of breakout by serving national markets for the whole population (Barrett et al., 1996; Ram and Hillin, 1994; Ward, 1985) .
Drawing on this brief literature review we generate two hypotheses. The first suggests that "the proportion of an ethnic minority's population which is engaged in entrepreneurial activity will be inversely proportional to the minority's share of the regional population."
In other words the smaller the ethnic minority share of the population the larger the share of self-employment in ethnic minority economic activity. In essence, the smaller an ethnic group within the population the more likely it is to be acting as a middleman minority, purveying goods and services to the general regional market. In such places group size may be small enough for a substantial proportion of the minority to do this. Where the group is more numerous potential entrepreneurs may be too many, and the opportunities too few, for all would-be enterprises to emerge. The ethnically Indian journalist Dilip Hiro once wrote, "We can't all become shopkeepers" (Hiro, 1971) . In areas where a minority is numerous this is correct, but it need not be true in places where the minority is tiny.
Reinforcement of expectations that business's share in ethnic minority economic activity is greatest where a group is least numerous comes from a consideration of the immigrant history of Britain since 1945, and of subsequent growth of ethnic minority populations. The main groups began with immigration in the 1950s and 1960s when tight labour markets created jobs in low-paid labour-intensive sectors such as manufacturing and public services. The location of these jobs established an uneven distribution of these minorities across the country. From about 1970 onwards Britain experienced severe economic restructuring. Whole industries shrank, especially manufacturing sectors making heavy use of immigrant labour. Unemployment grew for many minorities. However, restructuring also stimulated service industry growth. Some minorities, especially those from India, Pakistan, Bangladesh and Hong Kong, found self-employment in convenience retailing and restaurants. Later growth in these fields stimulated co-ethnic wholesalers, manufacturers and business support activities.
Initially these ethnic minority firms concentrated in areas of first settlement, which saw both the multiplication of minority-owned small businesses and the emergence of a smaller number of medium-sized companies. Meanwhile, some minority entrepreneurs moved into regions not previously noted for an immigrant presence. Often the motivation was the absence of co-ethnic competition in the new locations. The main sectors involved were convenience retailing and restaurants. Thus we have some regions with many ethnic minority businesses, some of which are large. Not all members of the minority run businesses; others may be employees of such firms, or they may work in the general labour market. In other places the only members of the minority present are those moving there in order to establish a business. This is the pattern that our first hypothesis suggests.
Our second hypothesis suggests that "the sectoral diversity of ethnic minority enterprise is directly proportional to the ethnic minority share of economically active population". In other words, the larger the ethnic minority population share in the population as a whole, the more varied will be the businesses which that community will operate. This is clearly consistent with the minority history we have just referred to. It is also consistent with the notion of an ethnic enclave. Where an ethnic minority population is large it can support specialised activities not available in places where minority numbers are smaller. These activities may cater to group cultural preferences, as when shops selling South Asian garments emerge, or when Islamic bookshops open in Pakistani or Bangladeshi localities. But specialised activities may be of a general type, such as accountancy or (real) estate agency, where members of a community may find it easier to communicate with, and to trust, persons sharing their culture. Moreover, the relative absence of working-age people from the majority population may simply mean that the white population does not compete for available economic opportunities, thus ensuring easier entry to many activities for the minority.
To examine these hypotheses on the regional scale, we will make use of published census figures from 2001. These enable us to correlate the share of an ethnic minority in the regional population and the minority's regional level of self-employment. The same census's Sample of Anonymised Records (SARs) allows us to assess the diversity of a minority's business activities. SARs is an approximately 3% sample of all census returns available to academic users under licence (http://www.ccsr.ac.uk/sars). The data are individual so that users can create cross-tabulations not appearing in published census output. In order to guarantee confidentiality of census respondents however, limits are placed on the number of variables for smaller geographical areas. Thus, we can correlate sectoral diversity among ethnic minority firms with population share to test our second hypothesis on the regional scale, but not more locally. But our first hypothesis makes use of data exclusively from published tables, so that regional analysis can be replicated for local government districts.
Data analysis
Regional patterns
Our data show that in England and Wales ethnic minorities are unevenly distributed across regions compared with the overall population, and compared with the White British group, which constitutes the majority. Minorities are more common in their regions of initial settlement, where multiple generations are now present. These include London for many groups, The West Midlands for Indians, and both West Yorkshire and the West Midlands for Pakistanis. Numbers are lower in areas where minorities have settled more recently, often by dispersal from initial locations. Because we are interested in the economic activities of ethnic groups we decided to limit our analysis of the regional distribution of ethnic minorities to people the census reported to be economically active. Thus Table 1 is confined to the age group 16-74, with children and the most senior of citizens excluded. The table also excludes those not in work, and not seeking employment. This exclusion covers the many women with purely domestic responsibilities, which is particularly prevalent within predominantly Muslim communities, such as Bangladeshis, Pakistanis and some Indians. The economically inactive also include full-time students not in employment. On the other hand, the economically active in the table include full time students in employment, the unemployed, those in employment, and our group of interest, the self-employed. Table 1 , we see that the best-represented ethnic minority in any region are Indians in London, where they constitute over 6% of the economically active population. Among other regions only the West Midlands (3.4%) and East Midlands (2.8%) exceed the national average figure for Indians, with Wales having the lowest presence at 0.3%. For Pakistanis, four regions exceed the national average: Yorkshire and the Humber (1.7%), the West Midlands (1.7%), London (1.4%) and the North West (1.1%). This group is the only minority reported where London is not the leading region in percentage terms. Pakistanis are as few as 0.1% of the economically active in the South West. For Bangladeshis, London (1.2%) is the only region exceeding the national average of 0.3%, although the West Midlands matches it. The South West is, again, the region with the lowest proportional presence, less than 0.1%.
Asian Other is a census category which will not make automatic sense to those unfamiliar with the British ethnic classification. It is part of an aggregate group the census calls 'Asian'. This also includes Indians, Pakistanis and Bangladeshis, but it excludes the Chinese, who are reported in a separate, implicitly non-Asian, category! When the birthplace information is examined for Asian Others, we discover that just under a third was born in the UK and other parts of Europe, which gives no clue to their ancestry. About 11% were born in Africa, and familiarity with the history of migration to Britain allows us to say that most of these are from the South Asian communities expelled from, or encouraged to leave, East Africa following independence from British colonialism. A further 15% were born in the Middle East. They may be from South Asian families in the large expatriate labour force of this region, or they may be Arabs, confused as to which category the British census wishes them to report. If the latter, their geography is better than the census's. Most remaining members of the Asian Others group, 37%, were born in South Asia, including 27% not born in India, Pakistan or Bangladesh. As a corollary to this digression it should be noted that customary British usage accepts the term Asian as referring to persons from South Asia. Persons from the Middle East, South East Asia, the Far East or Central Asia would be referred to by more specific labels. For the highly heterogeneous Asian Other category London is again the only region to exceed the national average and does so by a multiple of about four. The North East, South West and Wales have the lowest figures at little over 0.1%. Finally the Chinese show the most even distribution across the country, with nine regions having between 0.2% and 0.4% of their economically active in this group. Once again, however, London has the greatest concentration at 1.1%. Table 2 gives self-employment levels for the economically active members of the groups in Table 1 . It also adds a column for the overall population, which was omitted in Table 1 because all figures in that column would have been 100%. Table 2 shows self-employment for the total population to be over 12%. This is very similar to the figure for the White British, because of the latter's large share in the total. Four of our groups have higher figures than both the White British and the total population. Asian Others are on about 14%, Indians 15%, Pakistanis 17%, and the Chinese over 21%. All of these are consistent with the figures in the first paragraph of this paper, which reported the self-employed as a percentage of all those in work, rather than as a proportion of the economically active. One difference is that the unemployed are part of the economically active total, but not of those in work. For Bangladeshis, however, this change of denominator has made a real difference. The group moves from being above the White British self-employment rate as a fraction of those in work, to well below it when self-employment is related to the economically active. Examination of the regional percentages reveals that this is a London effect. In London Bangladeshi self-employment is not even two-thirds of the White British figure, but in every other region the Bangladeshi figure is higher. Because about 45% of the Bangladeshis in England and Wales live in London, the very low self-employment figure has a substantial effect on the national proportion. The above average figures for Bangladeshis in most regions persuade us to keep the group in our analysis. We should also note that the earlier figures used the 1991 census classification of ethnic groups, in order to examine change over time. This paper uses the 2001 classification, however, and this may also contribute to the discrepancy.
Self-employment
Returning to the figures for the total population and for the White British, we note substantial differences in regional levels of self-employment. Regions from the Midlands northwards have figures below the national average, with the North East having, by far, the lowest figure. The more southerly parts of England are above the national average, particularly the South West. The figures for Wales are close to the national average. Regional variations in self-employment thus reflect the longstanding North-South divide in British regional prosperity. We do not comment on whether self-employment is the cause of the prosperity or whether the reverse is the case. We observe, however, that the more northerly regions are Britain's traditional manufacturing regions, while the south has always had a more service-oriented economy. Traditionally in the manufacturing regions high levels of employment in relatively large plants left fewer workers available for self-employment. Today, although globalisation and deindustrialisation has eliminated or slimmed-down a great deal of manufacturing, a predisposition to employment rather than self-employment may survive in regional cultures. Consideration of the figures for our four minority groups in Table 2 reveals a very different pattern from that for the White British. There is no North-South divide. Self-employment is the North East is higher than in any other region for Indians, Pakistanis, Asian Others and the Chinese. Three of these figures are over 3%. For the final minority, Bangladeshis, the North East figure is not the highest, but in the upper part of the range. Thus, for British Whites the North East is an entrepreneurial desert, but the selected minorities seem to occupy its oases. For the overall population, the South West was at the opposite pole from the North East, but for our minorities, except Indians, it is towards the same end of the range, well above average. Wales breaks out of its mid-range position for the overall population and is among the leading regions for all our minorities. London, among the leading regions for British Whites, is well below average for all the minority communities, and is in last place for the Chinese and Asian Others, as well as for Bangladeshis.
Correlating populations and self-employment
We can make some sense of these patterns for our ethnic minorities if we turn to Table 3 . This compares group share in the regional economically active population (Table 1) with the self-employed share of the group's economically active population (Table 2 ). For the five groups there is a clear negative correlation between the two variables. In general, the higher a group's share in the region's economically active population, the lower is its level of self-employment. Thus, the North East, populated mainly by the White British, has high levels of self-employment for all five minority groups. Conversely, London, where the five minorities are strongly represented in the population, typically has lower levels of minority self-employment. The correlations are by no means perfect. They range from a value of -0.78 for the Chinese, statistically explaining about 60% of the regional variation, to -0.39 for the Pakistanis, statistically explaining only about 15% of the regional variation. Clearly, other variables would need to be considered if our intention were to fully explain regional variation in self-employment. However, this was not our aim; we simply wanted to test whether levels of self-employment were negatively associated with a group's share of the economically active population. We suggest that for entrepreneurial minorities, and at the regional scale, hypothesis 1 holds true at this initial analysis level. The lower italicised part of Table 3 contains the equivalent correlations for other selected ethnic minorities. The positive correlations for several groups show that the relationship is not an automatic outcome of group size. For the Irish, for example, there is a tendency for self-employment to be higher in those regions where the group is most numerous. Intriguingly this also applies to the Mixed White and Asian group, which is part descended from the minorities we are considering. Entrepreneurship is clearly not genetic! Some other groups share the negative correlation we calculated for our target minorities. We claim no interpretive significance for these correlations because they are not entrepreneurial minorities, and are not therefore covered by the theories we have referred to. The table excludes any reference to the White British for the same reasons but, for the record, the correlation is -0.39 and is clearly largely the product of the very distinctive population share figure for London. In order to assess whether the correlations are peculiar to the geographic scale of the region we have repeated the analysis using the 376 local government districts of England and Wales as the units of observation. The 376 districts comprise: the City of London (the tiny financial quarter at the centre of London, which is quite independent of the rest of London), 32 London Boroughs, 36 Metropolitan Districts, 239 county districts, 46 unitary authorities in England, and 22 unitary authorities in Wales. While all five of the entrepreneurial minorities on which we concentrate maintain the sign of their correlation coefficient, the values drop considerably: For Indians to -0.26, for Pakistanis to -0.05, for Bangladeshis to -0.10, for Other Asians to -0.20, and for the Chinese to -0.58. While these are correlations across statistical populations, not across samples, and are not, therefore, subject to considerations of statistical significance, it is clear that support for hypothesis 1 is much weaker on this scale. It may be that local government districts are small enough for a considerable number of business owners to live outside the districts in which their businesses are located. In contrast, regions are so large that very few business owners reside other than in the region where their enterprise is based.
Business diversity
We now turn to our second hypothesis which relates diversity of businesses across sectors to a group's share of the regional economically active population. An industrial sector is clearly a subjective construct. Should we think of automobile manufacture as a separate sector from clothing manufacture, or do both belong in the same category? Are wholesalers and retailers part of a unified distributive trades sector, or should they be separated? We have no theoretical answers to such questions, but have simply chosen to adopt a 17 sector classification reported by the census in the Sample of Anonymised Records. We use SARs as the source because the crosstabulation of sector, ethnic group and self-employment is not available in published census data. We note that had we had data from a more detailed classification, or chosen to amalgamate the 17 categories into fewer groups, the results of our investigation might conceivably been different. Certainly, the figures we report would have differed.
For England and Wales as a whole it appears that only five sectors are important for the ethnic groups we are considering. In Table 4 , therefore, we report the figures for these sectors, and we also give the figures for manufacturing, a sector which, despite the arrival of 'post-industrial' society, still holds a fascination in the popular and political imagination. In some views manufacturing holds a privileged position among economic activities, creating wealth which is seen as somehow more fundamental than that generated by the service sector. For all other sectors combined a simple aggregate is given. It will immediately be observed that our minorities differ from the total population and from the White British in their concentration in the six identified sectors. Both the White British and the total population have more than 40% of their self-employed outside these industries, while the five minorities each have less than 20%. For Pakistanis, Bangladeshis and Chinese the figure is down to around 10%. This is, however, by no means a complete measure of the narrowness of the range of sectors occupied by these groups because each of them is concentrated in individual industries within the six. Thus, more than 42% of self-employed Indians are in the distributive and motor trades, over 12% are in real estate and associated activities, and another 10% in health and social work. Indian doctors have long been important contributors to Britain's National Health Service. Primary care doctors -'general practitioners' -are self-employed contractors to the NHS.
Self-employed Pakistanis are concentrated in two sectors, the distributive and motor trades (almost 28%), and transport and related activities (approaching 30%), with real estate related activities in third place at over 10%. Most of the involvement in transport consists of self-employed taxi driving (Kalra, 2000) . Bangladeshi self-employment is dominated by the figure of almost 47% in hotels and restaurants, with the latter being the dominant fraction. The distributive and motor trades (13%) and transport, storage and communication (12%) are also important for this group. Asian Others are more evenly spread across sectors than the other minorities under consideration. The sectoral diversity may be a reflection of this group's ethnic heterogeneity. Nevertheless, one sector, the distributive and motor trades again, has the highest proportion of self-employment (29%). Finally, the Chinese show the greatest concentration in any single sector, with over 58% in restaurants and hotels. As in the Bangladeshi case, restaurants make up most of this figure. Given the size of the Chinese restaurant trade it is perhaps surprising that over 10% of self-employed Chinese are found in each of two other sectors, the distributive and motor trades, and real estate and associated activities. It may be observed that, despite well-known studies of ethnic minority involvement in clothing manufacture (Panayiotopoulos and Dreef, 2002; Ram et al., 2002a; Phizacklea, 1990) , that none of the minorities we are looking at reach the national average for self-employment in manufacturing. Although we do not have space to reproduce them, we have tables equivalent to Table 4 for each of the regions in England and Wales, which also include the individual figures for the sectors aggregated in Table 4 . In order to compare this mass of detail with a group's share of the regional economically active population, as required to test hypothesis 2, it is necessary to have some summary measure. One such measure is the index of diversity (Rees and Butt, 2004) . This is defined, for this purpose, as one minus the sum of the squared sectoral shares of each ethnic group's self-employed population. The index of diversity for region i and a set of n industrial sectors can be expressed as: For a 17-category classification the maximum value of the index, where all 17 sectors are equal in size, and diversity is at its maximum, is approximately 0.94. The minimum value, when all the self-employed are concentrated in a single sector, is 0.00. (As the number of categories in diversity index calculations increases the maximum value converges on 1.00.)
The values of the diversity index for the ten regions and the ethnic groups under consideration are given in Table 5 . Diversity of self-employment is generally greatest in each place, and in England and Wales as a whole, for the total population and for the White British. The index is between 0.85 and 0.89 for all regions for both these strongly overlapping groups. This is followed by the Asian Other group, with an index of 0.85 for the whole of England and Wales. Values for individual regions differ markedly however, from a high of over 0.89 in the South East, the highest figure in the whole table, to a low of 0.61 in the North East. The Pakistani group has an index of 0.81 for England and Wales, with greatest diversity in London, 0.84, and least in the North East, 0.73. For Indians the figures is 0.77 for the whole of England and Wales, ranging from 0.81 in the South East, to 0.64 in the North East and in Wales. Bangladeshis have a lower overall diversity than any of the aforementioned groups, 0.73, and also display much larger differences between regions. Their greatest diversity is in London, 0.85, a higher figure than Indians or Pakistanis have in any region. Minimum self-employment diversity is found in the South West, where the theoretical minimum value of 0.00 is reached. This means that all self-employed Bangladeshis in the SARs sample for the South West are in a single industry, which is hotels and restaurants. It is important to note that self-employed Bangladeshis are few in the South West, so that the sample size is only six. There is also a diversity value of 0.00 for Chinese self-employed in the North East. This is based on a somewhat larger sample of 22. In this case too the sector in which the group are exclusively engaged is hotels and restaurants. In England and Wales the Chinese have, by far, the lowest index value of any group, 0.62, and for all regions they have one of the lowest values. This applies even to London, where the group displays its greatest diversity, with an index value 0.80. 
Correlating populations and business diversity
Having briefly examined the level of diversity, we can now relate it to ethnic group share of regional economic activity. Hypothesis two asserts that this relationship should be positive. This is illustrated in Table 6 for all five entrepreneurial ethnic groups. The correlation coefficient ranges from +0.34 for Asian Others to +0.60 for both Bangladeshis and Chinese. In general, the higher a group's share in the region's economically active population, the higher is the diversity of its self-employment. For example in London, which typically has one of a group's higher shares of the economically active population (Table 1 ), industrial diversity among the self-employed is usually well above the national average, and is sometimes the highest regional figure (Table 5) . Conversely, Wales is typically low in the share of the economically active population and low on sectoral diversity. As with the first hypothesis, the correlations are by no means perfect; further variables would need to be considered if we were aiming at a complete explanation of regional variability in self-employment levels among our selected minorities. As it is, however, we suggest that the initial analysis demonstrate a positive relationship between diversity in self-employment and group share of the economically active population for hypothesis 2. As with hypothesis 1, we would argue that the predicted correlations are not an automatic outcome of group size. This is illustrated in the lower part of Table 6 in italicised rows, which relate to the same selection of non-entrepreneurial minorities as Table 3 . Although many of the correlations are positive, there are two clear negative correlations. The self-employed White Irish and White Others are revealed as having a higher level of industrial diversity in areas where they are a smaller part of the economically active population. Once again we offer no explanation for the correlations for non-entrepreneurial groups. Their figures are provided simply to show that positive correlations are not inevitable. As noted earlier, data limitations prevent the regional testing of hypothesis 2 being replicated on a more local scale.
Discussion
This paper demonstrates that for ethnic minorities of an entrepreneurial character there are regional patterns in the quantity and variety of self-employment, and that these patterns can be related to the size of the minority's economically active population in relation to the regional total economically active population. A weaker version of the same pattern has also been identified using the finer geographical scale of the local government district. In future work it would be desirable to investigate how the relationship manifests itself at intermediate scales, such as the traditional county, and the local labour market. Studies of localities within local authorities might also be illuminating. Earlier studies at ward level established a positive relationship for the South Asian community as a whole between the population concentration and the number of businesses (Aldrich et al., 1984) , and between population concentration and both quantity and diversity of business (Barrett et al., 2001) . Individual minorities within the South Asian population were not, however, examined. Moreover, the negative association between the scale of economic activity and the self-employed share of that economic activity was neither looked for nor identified. Given the weak results from the local authority scale, it might be surprising if the regional relationship were to reappear as strongly on the sub-local authority level. This is a scale where it is relatively easy for business owners to reside in different locations from their business premises. We note, however, that in the case of those activities requiring exceptionally long or inconvenient working hours, such as newspaper retailing, restaurants and petrol filling stations, there may be reasons to live close to work, or even 'over the shop'. The relationships we have discovered might be further dissected if considerations of gender, age and country of birth were to be added to the analysis. We know that young people are much less likely to be self-employed than mature adults, and that women have lower self-employment than men. It also seems to be established that the British-born and British-educated generations of ethnic groups are often reluctant to follow immigrant parents into the family business (Jones and Ram, 2003) . A further refinement might be the incorporation of religious affiliation, a variable reported for the first time in the census in 2001, into the analysis. Lindley (2001) has shown that religion differentiates within Indian ethnicity in terms of income and unemployment. It might well do so too for self-employment. It is not clear whether consideration of such subsets of the ethnic minority population would change the nature of the relationships identified, or just their intensity. Other elaborations of our findings might be of a technical nature. For example, we could try substituting a group's percentage in self-employment with the ratio between the group self-employment and the regional average. This would have the effect of standardising ethnic group figures for regional variations in overall self-employment. Extreme values, such as the high Indian self-employment level in the North East, and the low Bangladeshi figure in London, might be magnified in such a modification, with consequent impact on the strength of relationships. A second technical manoeuvre might be the normalisation of the data by logarithmic or other transformation. With such extensions to the analysis, it might become appropriate to apply regression techniques to the data.
Conclusion
Geographical variations in the contribution of ethnic minorities to British business have previously been noted, but this has normally related only to sample locations. For example Aldrich et al. (1981) identified South Asian businesses in 15 wards in three clearly different cities. Spatial variation has, however, often been a subsidiary issue, with the main focus being on social, cultural and economic dimensions, in order to explain differences in levels of entrepreneurial activity between groups. In this paper the focus has been on identifying the regional level of spatial variation rather than on explaining inter-group differences in business activity. The analyses presented in this paper using the SARs data illustrate that entrepreneurial ethnic minorities act very much in a middleman role in large parts of the country where they are few in number. High proportions of the economically active members of such communities are self-employed in regions such as Wales and the North East, and they are concentrated in only a few economic sectors. In areas where these minorities are more numerous their diversity across sectors is greater, but this rarely reaches the levels characterising the majority community. Combining this feature with the lower levels of minority self-employment characteristic of such places suggests that full-blown ethnic enclave economies are not apparent on the scale of Britain's regions.
